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TRUST,' SOLIDARITY: AND. TARGET VALENC

SOME PEOBLEnS WITH OUR VALIDITY PARADIMA

Wheeless has recently -published a s ies Of, studies which present

evidence for the reliability arid validity o scales designed to measure trust

and sol±darity (1976; 1978; Wheeless& Grotz, 194 The trust measure,_the'
,

Individualized Trust.cale, consists, of fifteen semantic differential items

which measure the-trustworthiness of a.£soecific targetperson.1 The solidarity

instrument uses Likert items-,-originally nine of them, but twenty in thel.ater

version of the s ale (Wheeless, 1978) 'Solidarity concerns .the closeness, the

identification,/and the affiliation one feels for andther person,. .Solidarity

and trust e associated with one another empirically., and also' correlate signifi-

cantlY,wi h self - disclosure (Wheeless 1976; a978; tiheeless 6.. Grotz, 1977) That

trust, clarity and self-disclosure belong to alcey cluster of interpersonal

variable 11hardly needs documentation hare. The purpose of the present investi-
.

_

Ratio re- examine the relation hip between trust and solidaritY and to

recons der,the validity-of the two measures.

The 6ius- for this study comes from ecent papers which use these

.um ent to study lying (Hample, 19AOF 1982) In both expe menbs,,,trust andca
,%,..

darity are used as dependent-measures which are expected discriMinate
: .

her'between liars and their-VictiMs. pr between.different types of liars. That

he scales do so. iSevidende'for their construct validity. Some other results

ers, however, are disquieting

First aMple's: fa t analyses, solidarity lOedings are markedly-

er thdn in-the Wheelesate9 -2
Table 1 shows

INSERT TABLE 1,HERE-

seriousness of the'proble

In Wheelessf:pape 'the scale performs dmirably, but Hample's results indicate



narked lack of-nrity-in_the scale.

)e-inclu ded in the scale,,if'only Hemp'

2 .

f the items would not nOrmally-

results were, used as a criterion.

relatively s sample used in HamPle (1980) might alloy' us t 'neglect thoie

loadingaon grounds of possible Matrix instability

,

Hample,(1982) meets reasonable .standards (e.

so must be),taken:moreserious1y.,
,\

Though the problebs-with ust stale are not Oita aoAramatic,

But -the larger sample in

McCroskey & Young, 1979), and

Table 2.shows a similar degradation_ loadings. The Wheeless end,Grotz (1977)

INSERT- T E 2 HERE

odesttnhegin with, an&holdTup a.bit better,thanthose for

the-solidarity measure. ',However." most items have lower,loadings

larger study, and three:are be1oW_

Further evidence -the.t the scales

n-Hample's

less pUre in sstudies is

reported in Tables ..1' and 2. The percentage of total item variance accounted

for by the first (only) factor of the solidarity scale drops .in half in Hample%

trust, the eclina is ener, but still ir9ortant. This is a

because'of e normal practice of summing items (rather than using

get instrument scores.. The original Wileelessresults are fairly

,encouraging abOut what .the item sums mOasure bUt Hample :data challenge*the-
,-

=validity of such itel totals.

e final 4ifficulty-hicil Hample's papers funcovered=has to'do with-the.-

rreldi on bat ee _trust and solidarIty.

-(1978). In Hample (1080) the figure for liar6 is .51, and.for their victims

.This coefficient is 65 in Wheelesg

.In Hampla (190) the. correlation is .40. The relationship between trust

andsoli4arity is a theoreticallylmpor ant one If the two measures do not

in fact correlate well, the.construct validity of one, or bOth scales is jeopardized.

'variance of these two constructs is closer to'35% or-15% is

thereare a Ognificant question.

if



Several things could account for the difference6 between Wheeles and
. .

Hampld's results. Samples were frop-differenepopglations though undergieduates

used in all but WheeleseOnd Grotz (1977),:6-herein teacher

amilies provided data. 3
educe for data colleetion seem. to have been_

reasonably similar among studies except that .the Whedless (1976) and

Wheeless-and Gr tz (1977) bjects filled out scales at home rather than

a classroom setting of some sort. -In,principle -either the sampling

prodedural differences ould.explain the dive gentresults, but it seem,
,;

the scales shPOld be -so sensitive to suchMinet.diasimilarities..

theoretically interesting departures have to do with the sealesi

all of Wheeless' Ttudies, subjects received categories:of-irargete.

ClasSmate/coworker) imagined a specific person who fit the category

and then-filled out the scales for that real person. In both of Hample's experi-

ments. subjects' respanses referred to fictional targets who had been involved in

a anmersation which the students had just read. So targets in Wheeless' studies

were real and faMilia

reality.of,

data. Ori this .supposition, targets in the present study conformuto Wheelessi

methodology;

while those in.'HaMple!e,proj_cts were not; perhaps t

erience with, the target influences the amount oferror in.the,

targets .a e

this study

ref liars

:he scales perform poorly here, it will not-be because, the .

ephemeral.

second-difference-between -he types.,oftargets is the one on which:

focuses All the targets in Ham-Pie (198 )`,and. hal those in Hample (1980).

Are obviously negativelyvalended'peoplev as the means- for

trust and solidarity Hamplei,s

_eelesSi

tudies.confirm£ lioWever, virtually all thd.

_udies-are Wheeless (1976), ighteen targets

these, Only- one ("disliked person

Wheeless and Groti' (1977) used twenty targets;

emale. are negative.

seems to. h ve a negatiVe valence:

Only disliked male and disliked'

lesa (1978) used theWheeles (1976) list again.:: Diboeless4



coursei -are based- on combined

a e reasonably varied -they are int

ith les and.femiles7-they

The present study testa the hyper

. the validity of the trust and solidarit-i
r.

valenCed targets are expected.--t stimuL

trust-solidarity correlatio than. in Where

Method

_ts Though his

close and distant

rice` of target mediates

-'articular; negatively

s and.a_tor. load

ginal repo

Subjects. were 185.undergraduates enrolled in

public speaking class. 5621 were male and 44% female.

seniors.

filled out

ed

70%

Studentsteceived extra credit for participating:-

ere Juni or

terials were

after the regula class meetings, in an ordinary classropM.

Each student

were

n a booklet and three index cards. The bookie

solidarity arid then the trust stales-. The solidarity items

d in the. same order as in Wheeless(1978) and the same instructions

typed at,the'top

the -same

afte

instrument. The trust itemswere preSented in

order as in:Wheelesa and Grotz.(1977), with instructions,patterned

those for Sevetal of 'the_truat items were reversed in4lolatity.

to avoid response

orded slightly

of this person.

Each ipd

Follow ng Hample (1980; 1982) the secondAtem was

increase-clarity: :am" was adddd.to trustful/distrust ul

card had one of'21 target persons-on

positive and half negative.- Tha_positive targets

risked): most liked:female,* most likedWheelers

hatber/hai

roommate,*

are est

Half-these were

e (stimuli also used by

mother,* father,*

dress
to

employer,

minister/ptiest/rabbi,* faVorite high

kerIclassmate,* and doctor.* The negative targetsCOWO

ere most. disliked male,

schoOr teacher,

t disliked female,*.conceited male conceited



female, rude salesperseni ma e convicted of rape

teacher;

female prostitute, unfai

dishonest policeman, Someone who lies `a lot, and someone who

repey:debts. -These
A

targets were- randomly distributed,, with the stipulatio

oesnit

-each-student received

-procedures students we

14 negative sti

the prostitute,

at least one

allowed to

ach valence'. Tt, line with Wheeless'.

ade:in targets which: ere unfamiliar.

mull were- turned back (the Most'frequent were the-rapist and

at' 4- -times eachY, as were positive targets. -SinCeeach

that

student Provided,data three' tiMes, ithe effective sample size larger then 1.85.

:279 sets of data were obtained for positive targets, and'Z74 for negatively

valenced ones.'

Students provided data on computer-readable foims.

seven items, as is also the case in the Wheelesa/experimetta. Students fini

about, 25 minutes, and were debtiefed;

coupe

Tht, validity 'o

ing the data fro

the positive/negative operationalization was tested-by

condition on several variabi&a.,Ear7oliderity,each

the groups differ s significantly (X777.1, t=15.62, 17/.001),

did for. trust (R
117

p.001). Subjects also rated each-

target as being negative,person/positive person.and close to me/far from

These variables also.produced significant constra Rn=2.4, t-=12.51,

001, and =4.2, R p.001, respectively). All differences .P u

were in the .expected d ions. The:valence induction was clearly successful.

Wheeless and Grotz

.92; WheeleS (19 report

(1950) gives trot a

(1977)'the spli_ alf.reliability.for tru

,his 14-item-Version of the scat

4phas of.'.90 and for the victims and liar's data



1982)- epOrts an alpha o

all data, ..93 for'negative targets and .92,

Present study,

positive ones..

For solidarity, Wheeless (1974 reports a reliability
. .

(1980) gives -:87 and 86 as the figured for vi ti__ and liars,-

(1982) reports a value of .89.. The present data yield an alpha of
P

.96 ample

whilejleMpie

.

data, .93 for negative target 4 and. .95.fOr positive,targets.

In sum both>sceles continuerb.be extremely reliable,

target is irrelevant.

96 for all

and valence o

Trust-Sonde t Co relation-

The original report of

1978). Hample (1980) gives .51 and .53 for Aar end victim, while Hample (1982)

reports .40. He re, the figure for, all data .67 (p.001),, .43 (p.001) for

lidaritY correlation _ s";65 (Wheeless,_

negative, argeta, and .44 (p.001) for'positive

Valence of target obviously makes ato

ations,. Figures 1; 2 and 3 drama:rice

derable difference in these

bow what the true relationship.

INSERT FIGURES 1, 2 AND 3

is.- Figure 1-1s the scatterplot'for all data`;
1

which ought to appear for a fairly large postive correlation. FiguXe 2 shows

the dame plot for negative targets however and Figure-3 gives the positive

results. As is plaine the negative and positive patterns are very. similar, but

and displays (- .

the expectable'pe tern

relationships. Only when Figures 2 and 3. are

'Roth graphs show moderate .

perimposed.does the "cl'ear"

4ationship of Figlire 1 appear This means that Figure 1 represents a

puriously large correlation coeffio ent, and that the only valid statistics for..

this study are =43 and .44 The thkee-plots together provide unequivocal

evidence that valence of target' mediates the relationship. trust and



1976) used only one negative target!, his result

here, Evan So, a.

solidarity. Since Wheeless

not 'as thoroughly co oUhdOd as the all data dohditio-

present Correlations ought to be preferred to Wheeless' as amore- accurate

Andication,:of the trust-solidarity relationship, especially- if one wishes to

`generalize to nly''positive -(or negative) targets.

Factor Analyses.

Table 1 ptcsents the trust loadings for the present study.

Wheeless and Grotz (1977) are also reproduced for convenience.

condition, loadings are actually a little better than in the orig nal study.

Those from

the-all-data

INSERT TABLE 3-HERE

For. eilhe- negative or positive targets however, :loadings worsen. The

explained is,correspondinglyhigh for all data, and much

lower for each valence condition.. The latter figures are, however,.quite close

centage of variance

to those reported inHamplera studies (see Table 2). Sample sizes even in the

valence conditi are large enough to have generated stableice -elation matrices,

and should therefore have had little ef ect 'on these results.-

tie parallel.solidatityloadingsare Table The all data condition

does not dO quite as well aa'the original report, but loadings Are still domparable..

INSERT TABLE 4 HERE.

,Once again, both valence conditions produce wo e loadings. . Variance accounted_

"foP is lowest for these latter colas well, although'neither result is as

before, s pole sizes in the'- presentpoor as Hampie reports (see Table 1). As

study are sufficient.

Table 5,presents:the results of statistical comparisons among the-stud
/

reported in Table's 3 an 4., The r tbefficients reported in the body of the



-.table are measures of association between the-loadings-resulting

uence Coefficient is similar-(bu

Pearson's

INSERT. TABLE 5 HERE

not iden

the vAr-ious

is:A-convenient index of factor similarity, And significance

beer. published (see Cattell, l97$2. PP.,25125 for the calcu-:
levels fo--

lation formula an discussiod, and pp.,568.=569.,,for the significance table),

the resultsnlearly Indicatn,.the trust and solidarity scaleslhave the tame

essential patterns in each data'

Discussion

The present results OnfirM the reliability and basic, structure for both

the trust and, the solidarity instruments. Target vaIetios,-hou;ever; certainly

mediates the relationbhip beten these two measures, and may well be mediating

inter-item relatignships within each scale as well.

The mechanism of valence mediation is this. .!Negative and positive targets.

stimulate radically different fatings on the items, as the induction results shOw.

The effect-of his is that negative target, produce' low ratings on the Items and

positive targets

therefore each hair

eceive higher score Negative and positive stimuli will

clusters of points for any two given scale itaEs) in

different corners of the variable apace, When all the rata ars'included in

Correlation, the two clusters together produce a pattern corresponding to a

--strong correlation, even though the relationship"may be mediocre or completely

-absent iwone or both clusters. The high correlation0 and concomitantly high

loadings which appear'when data forposi4lve and negative targets are jumbled...-

together are therefore spuiious and should,be 41carded. The comforting results

for:the all data 'condition:- in the present stud re.hopelessly confounded and

00 are meaningless for ordiparypmrpoSea. Wheeless' use of'one Or two negative



original studies ontaminates,theM as Well: Whether

those-few targets Are sufficient to explain the differences between his results

and those for the present positive valence condition is an empirical qu

ybich can be answered conclusively only.,by reanalysis of Wheele ' data In-
,

any case, the best currently available information on the charatteristd,cs-of
e.-

the trust and Solidarity scales is that which is reported here for the t

valence, condition

his outcome suggests a more general and serious problem with the e

standardized ales. Aal variable. whose conditions are radically different

on two instrUmen may well mediate those scales' association.* Of course, one

might be fortunate enough that the. o variables' association could be the

same for each level -o the' potential mediator. The Kresent study shows however,

that such mediation can be quite important...And. the.present results are itot an

epcially drastic example.- If the two clouda'of,poinrs in Figures 2 and :3 were

a-little 1-ounder, the oyerall correlation between-trust and solidarity would

Lbarelybe affected. The correlation within each valence condition could be zero,

though. .The two component c usters could 4N/en have slightly negative correlations

ive overall correlation. This can happen

with any scale which in used in conjunction-with any variable. whose. conditions

and still produce a fairly high pbs

differ radically on the scale, measure This,Nirof.course, is a common design.

We are therefore confronting a fundamental:P"roblem for our-validation

paradigm:: gene alizability can be bought at the price of validity. By

including positive and negative, male and female, close and distant, expert and

inexpert targets our validating studies, We 'seem tea baassuring ourselves

that the results - will not be speCialized for one kind of,target Bit the current

investigation shows that if the menagerie of stimuli-really does contain clearly 4.

distinct conditiOns, tha.reality is harsher. The effort to promote generalizability
has sacs cad the quality of what, is generalized. A related motive- =to



maximize the scale Variance-lea'.ds

of stimuli) and

multi-item scale come

the- same

o exactly -the same design (ajargavariety

-k as well. Maximizing -varian e' makes a

out more 'and this re o&-may well e-- ii: why.

All this not an argument against using a variety

validate measures.

those

But it

conditions. We need

targets to

is-a 'strong argument against Combining thedata from

to have separate results for.any stimulus. conditions

which make a difference--any,whichdo a pert_cularly good.joh ,of increasing

variance. We tan:only:agglomerate data when

conditions are unimportant Once having sheOn that particular contra_a

e have established that the

.male /female)
ir

differende, data can be pooled, and the resalts May be.

confidently generalized over that contrast without risking invalidity or

.spuriousness. This ought to be puour standard procedure and ought to replace

usual practice, Which 'is represented,here by Wheeless! work, but

which is certaitlyinot unique to him.

The present study can obviously-serve-as an example of how to es

whether a third variable mediates two others. Perhaps net so evident is the

applitation of these techniqUes to asingle'scale validation study..
. If a scale-

has several items,-their inter correlations should be-compared between varioul

conditi ns of the stimulus. if two items correlat'well in the whole data set,

but poorly coreven quite differently) between stimulha conditions the researcher

should. be alerted to the possibility of mediation.

This procedure is not especially difficult to 'Implement Zprovided-

planned and will produce-better, more valid seale_ Later researchers

need to know, for example,. that he co

for a- single target is really .44, not

relation between trust.and solidarity,

.67 -andsthAt trust and-solida ity

account for about 50% of the scales' sums1 variance, not 60% 'Of course, later

workers ought to dthetr own re-validation of anYstandardized'scales, precisely

to locate problems similar to the one studied here.
_



WheeleSs' scales are reliable and haile thesame strut

-of target valence. However,. target. valences does mediate the

association, a w l as the scaleJ inter-item associations. ese results

are'entirely expectable, given our usual.scale validation procedures. That

-solidarity

paradigm emphasize generalizability and scale purity, and therefore tends to

risk validity by pooling data across a wide variety of stimulus conditions.

liccordingly, these practices ought to be-reformed.



-This is the first report -of any-of Hamplers factor loadings, though

---
eeless_(1978).,actually_dro006i=one;AtemHbeteusetit_falled _----_

-they were discussed in passing in both papers, those investigations

was_-centrally concerned with validating the scales, and the factor analyses
--1

were onli conducted-as a matter of procedure.

eefess (1976) used both regular undergraduates and adults enrolled

in extrension graduate courses in communication in the -classroom: The loadings

on the (nine item) solidarity scale were quite similar for the two samples..

his tilggeits that-the different -sample in Wheeless and Grotz (1977) probably

did not generate non-comparable data.-

A few of the asterisked targets

targets- =for exaMpl-S7,:most liked female:_to best

only correspond approximately-to Wheeles

lanfriend._ =
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Table 1

-Scale _adings-Frequencies-on the
-Solidarity Measure

, Hample(1980
- non-liars'

.90 -nr more

.80 - .89
-.70.- ,7 5 2__ 2
.60 ;6 -7 ' 1
.50 .59 2
.40 - .49 3
.30' - .39

. 4
3 -.

.10 - .19

Table 2

Stale Loadings Frequencies o
TruatEdeaure

Loading

.90 or mere_

.80
,70 .79
.60-- .69
.50 - .59
.40 - .49

Wheeless (1978)
ample (1980) liample-(1980)

Hample 1982) liars _ non- liars _`



Item

Fe.ct toad ngs for Trust

yheeless and Gra
(1977Y

.86

.78
..56

. 60

. 81

.67`
-.83:

I

-All Data Negative Target

.90 .83

.90 .81

.74 .54
.69

.84 .72

.81 .70

.86 .74 --
3_ _ --- - .70- ----- -.56- -i-------i---

.83 .74 .63
.82 .83 .76
.79 88. .83-
,84 .56 .59
.84 .75 ' .54
. 84 .85 .74
.66___ =72 *- z- Lt7 :

-Positive Target

. 82

. 67
.71
.72
.69 .

.76

.52

.57
. 71
. 54,,
. 58
.66
. 61

-Variance.
-N

50% a.
=261

48

Note: Item numbering follows Whee1es6 and Gratz (1977, p. 254 .Item
is 'the one dropped by Wheelesb (1978). Item 2 is the_one slightly
_reworded- here. The sample,sizes reported are thesmallest nufaber <of
subjects prat:riding data_for any m; pairwise-deletion-af-missing
values wasin force.



Table 4'

n o Lo-adings for Solidarity

Item Wheelers (1978),-

-1 .91-, .74
3 .74
4 -.62
5 .79
6
7 -75
8

-; 50

.91

. 84
-.84

.80

.. 63% =

-
Data

.70
.79' -

.52

.77

.60.

.73
.70
.72
.63'

-.75
.67
.67-
-76
.83

.81

.68
84

.68-

.-e ative Target Positive Target

.51

.67

. 69
. 4

84
.68
.70
.49
'.71
.63
.70

.56 .56.71- .61 --

.57 61
. 64

_ 52 .75
. 54
. 66
.82
.69
.79
. 57
. 83

. 61 .69

55- 44%
385 545 271

Note: Item 'Umbering follows Wheelesa (1978,, p. 147).' scores for all ;negative items were teflOct6d prlor,',-to' fattoring in the present study,
,s0-: the differences i in' signs are 'meaninghas . The sample sizes repotted
are the smalleat4nUmber of subjects-. pro aing data for any itdria;

' ,painiise :deletion ,, of miasing,-Va1ues was. --_ force,!



All Data -.993
Negative Target .989
Positive. Target .961

SOLIDARI Wheeless (197_

All Data .997
Negative Target .9
Poaitiye:Target

1 a ega. v

Note: Calculation 'were performed on loadings of five signi cant. digits
for the present Study, And two significant- places for elesst. data
The negative Signs in Wheeless' results were ignored in the _calculations
hecaUse the present sutdy -reflected _negative item'`.
factoring, and Wheeless did .not. All coefficients -reported above are
Statistically significant at P
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